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ﬁxisting multi-use trail connecting to Bay Trail \ Coastal experience is (Direct connection to existing trail segment\ ( Use conflicts between existing pier/pier \ (Initial construction \ (Directional pedestrian \
segment in Alameda ends here. Does not highly desireable but at MLK Park and Shoreline Center. facilities and proposed trail alignment. may enable mitigation and bicycle use conflicts
currently meet Bay Trail or CalTrans standards will require mitigation Existing trail connects through parking lot. Existing utilities along waterfront may of this or adjacent between existing pier

but may be able to be modified and/or reutilized. T . also require relocation. wetland habitat area. and proposed trail

into sensitive Bay alignment.
habitat.

SAN LEANDRO
BAY

LINDSEY - > -
FAN MARSH =
wetland

DOOLITTLE N \ O T

POND

=

Pedestrian crossing L\ ¢ Direct connection to
isti i i isti ; o isting Bay Trail

existing Bay Trail required at existing ! ! R exis

SPUNKMEYER segment in Alameda signalized intersection 4 v segment'

soccer field . . to connect Coastal .
' Proposed alignment Coastal location alignment to historic Proposed alignment

requires fill in Bay or || supports Bay Trail Port area .| Dbenefits from direct
elevated structure goals. | 12 = ] : views toward water.

Direct connection to

POTENTIAL OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS:

Multi-iurisdicti , GENERAL NOTES:

- Multi-jurisdictional approval required

- Multiple vehicle/pedestrian safety conflicts - See MLK Resource Analysis and EIR, and Appendix E for \

- Traffic noise from higher speed vehicles on Doolittle Drive additional information regarding Environmental impacts -

- Moderate environmental impact on wetland habitats but most areas have been previously - Potential mitigation opportunities will need to be evaluated, Not to Scale
disturbed effects of salt marsh vegetation vs. loss of wetland LEGEND:

- Construction costs: Higher where trail would encroach into Bay due to extensive fill/elevated impacts explored (see also Upland Trail Alternative ) @& @ - Existing Bay Trail
structure, minimal where trail is existing = Proposed Coastal Bay Trail Alignment

MILLS ASSOCIATES = Planning and Engincering Services ENVIRONMENTAL COLLABORATIVE

cD

Creagan+Diangelo

Consultation ® Documentation ® Restoration
e AT T T A Bioli tuliasertinelices Prone 5100854 4444~ EAX 5100655.4444 COASTAL BAY TRAIL ALTERNATIVE
July 29,2011 MLK SHORELINE BAY TRAIL FEASIBILITY STUDY






MATCH LINE A
SEE BELOW
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SEE RIGHT

MATCH LINE B

LEGEND RIGHT—OF—WAY SUMMARY

—— O————O—————O— SAFETY BARRIER gz (A-B) = 16,750 SF
—  — PAVED EDGE OF ELEVATED MULTI-USE PATH s (A-B) = 31,600 SF , . GRAPHIC SCALE

—_— — —  ———_ RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE (B-C) = 1,100 SF
—_— e = —— = = REQUIRED ENCROACHMENT PERMIT/ROW AREA A+ (B-C) = 2,200 SF
ROADWAY STRIPE @ (C-D) = 39,280 SF ( IN FEET )
APPROXIMATE INLAND EDGE OF MARSH/EDGE OF BAY = 7.2 ez + B (C-D) = 54,660 SF !inch = 30 ft
_ (c-0) = 5330 SF
MEAN HIGH WATER = 6.13
i — MEAN SEA LEVEL + 5T = 8.57 B + (770 (C-0) = 18,760 SF NOTES
- e e mmm ommm = CXSTING BAY TRAL (H-1) = 7,390 SF 1. SEE SHEETS 7 THRU 11 FOR SECTIONS.
RETAINING WALL ENCROACHMENT — CALTRANS (I-J) = 8360 SF 2. BAY FDGE APPROXIMATED FROM AERIAL PHOTO
RETAINING WALL ENCROACHMENT — PORT OF OAKLAND (J-K) = 970 SF INTERPRETATION WITH NO FIELD VERIFICATION.

EMBANKMENT ENCROACHMENT — CALTRANS (k-L) = 3,500 SF

h o et — gxg%fg/% Ng/vgﬁgﬁffr/k%v/vsr — PORT OF OAKLAND (k-L) = 76,720 SF COASTAL & UPLAND CONCEPTUAL
e o KEY PLAN ENCROACHMENT — PORT OF OAKLAND TRAIL ALIGNMENT & SECTION

APRIL 2014 SHEET 1 OF 11 MLK SHORELINE BAY TRAIL FEASIBILITY STUDY






Creegan+D’Angelo e n e

LEGEND

—0 O O— SAFETY BARRIER

PAVED EDGE OF ELEVATED MULTI-USE PATH
—_— —  —  ———— RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE

—_— = —— = = —— REQUIRED ENCROACHMENT PERMIT/ROW AREA
- — —— —— — ROADWAY STRIPE

APPROXIMATE INLAND EDGE OF MARSH/EDGE OF BAY =

— — — ———— — — —— MEAN HIGH WATER = 6.13
e e — — e — e — e — e — - M54N 5‘54 LEVEL + 5F7' = 8'57
- e e Emm =mm = X/STING BAY TRAIL

; RETAINING WALL ENCROACHMENT — CALTRANS
" RETAINING WALL ENCROACHMENT — PORT OF OAKLAND
EMBANKMENT ENCROACHMENT — CALTRANS
EMBANKMENT ENCROACHMENT — PORT OF OAKLAND
ENCROACHMENT — CALTRANS
ENCROACHMENT — PORT OF OAKLAND

&
&

MATCH LINE D
SEE BELOW

MATCH LINE E
SEE SHEET 3

RIGHT-OF—-WAY SUMMARY

s (C-D) = 39,280 SF _ GRAPHIC SCALE

o + R (C-D) = 54660 SF 4 ,

oy s —
T + (c-0) = 18,760 SF

(K-L) = 76,720 SF ( IN FEET )

1 inch = 30 ft.

NOTES

1. SEE SHEETS 7 THRU 11 FOR SECTIONS.
2. BAY EDGE APPROXIMATED FROM AERIAL PHOTO
INTERPRETATION WITH NO FIELD VERIFICATION.

COASTAL & UPLAND CONCEPTUAL
TRAIL ALIGNMENT & SECTION

SHEET 2 OF 11

MLK SHORELINE BAY TRAIL FEASIBILITY STUDY
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MATCH LINE F
SEE SHEET 4

Creegan+D’Angelo 3

APRIL 2014

SHEET 3 OF 11

KEY PLAN

LEGEND

———O———O————O— SAETY BARRIR
— PAVED EDGE OF ELEVATED MULTI-USE PATH

_ — —  —— RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE
—_— = —— = = —— REQUIRED ENCROACHMENT PERMIT/ROW AREA
ROADWAY STRIPE

APPROXIMATE INLAND EDGE OF MARSH/EDGE OF BAY = 7.2

— — — ————— — — —— MEAN HIGH WATER = 6.13

—t — s m— e —  — e —h — —_ M54N 5‘54 LEVEL + 5F7' = 8'57

- e Emm e e = AXSTING BAY TRAIL
T RETAINING WALL ENCROACHMENT — CALTRANS
i | RETAINING WALL ENCROACHMENT — PORT OF OAKLAND
EMBANKMENT ENCROACHMENT — CALTRANS

EMBANKMENT ENCROACHMENT — PORT OF OAKLAND

ENCROACHMENT — CALTRANS
ENCROACHMENT — PORT OF OAKLAND

RIGHT-OF—WAY SUMMARY

(K-L) = 76,720 SF ) | GRAPHIC SCALE

I e e e —

( IN FEET )
1 inch = 80 ft.

NOTES

1. SEE SHEETS 7 THRU 11 FOR SECTIONS.
2. BAY EDGE APPROXIMATED FROM AERIAL PHOTO
INTERPRETATION WITH NO FIELD VERIFICATION.

COASTAL & UPLAND CONCEPTUAL
TRAIL ALIGNMENT & SECTION

MLK SHORELINE BAY TRAIL FEASIBILITY STUDY
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Creegan+DAngelo e n e

KEY PLAN

LEGEND

o o O— SAFETY BARRIER
PAVED EDGE OF ELEVATED MULTI-USE PATH
— o RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE

—_— = = ——— = — —— REQUIRED ENCROACHMENT PERMIT/ROW AREA
- o ROADWAY STRIPE

APPROXIMATE INLAND EDGE OF MARSH/EDGE OF BAY = 7.2

MEAN HIGH WATER = 6.13
e — — MEAN SEA LEVEL + 5fT = 8.57
- e Ema Emw emm s FXISTING BAY TRAIL
RETAINING WALL ENCROACHMENT — CALTRANS
] RETAINING WALL ENCROACHMENT — PORT OF OAKLAND
EMBANKMENT ENCROACHMENT — CALTRANS
EMBANKMENT ENCROACHMENT — PORT OF OAKLAND
ENCROACHMENT — CALTRANS
ENCROACHMENT — PORT OF OAKLAND

RIGHT-OF—WAY SUMMARY

(K-L) = 76,720 SF ) | GRAPHIC SCALE

e e e —

( IN FEET )
1 inch = 80 ft.

NOTES

1. SEE SHEETS 7 THRU 11 FOR SECTIONS.
2. BAY EDGE APPROXIMATED FROM AERIAL PHOTO
INTERPRETATION WITH NO FIELD VERIFICATION.

COASTAL & UPLAND CONCEPTUAL
TRAIL ALIGNMENT & SECTION
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RETAINING WALL ENCROACHMENT — CALTRANS
@ ?ﬁ%xﬁﬁfﬁ_ﬁNgggfggggfof EA Z’%Z)/I\-/SOF OAKLAND INTERPRETATION WITH NO FIELD VERIFICATION.
el EMBANKMENT ENCROACHMENT — PORT OF OAKLAND
ex euan R e  TRAIL ALIGNMENT & SECTION
MLK SHORELINE BAY TRAIL FEASIBILITY STUDY
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e

s

B i

RIGHT-OF—WAY SUMMARY

LEGEND
o—0 SAFETY BARRIER wem (E-F) = 39,620 SF
PAVED EDGE OF ELEVATED MULTI-USE PATH s + @ (E-F) = 61,40 SF
- — — RIGHT-OF—WAY LINE (E-F) = 90 SF
— = = = = —— REQUIRED ENCROACHMENT PERMIT/ROW AREA — (E=F) = 18,060 SF
- ROADWAY STRIPE ' (kL) = 76,720 SF

APPROXIMATE INLAND EDGE OF MARSH/EDGE OF BAY = 7.2

— — ————— — — —— MEAN HIGH WATER = 6.13

—_— e — e — e — p— M54N 5‘54 LML + 5/L7' = 8.57

EXISTING BAY TRAIL

. :

MATCH LINE H
SEE BELOW

MATCH LINE |
SEE SHEET 6

3 GR%PHIC S(EOALE

( IN FEET )
1 inch = 80 ft.

NOTES

1. SEE SHEETS 7 THRU 11 FOR SECTIONS.
2. BAY EDGE APPROXIMATED FROM AERIAL PHOTO

APRIL 2014
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LEGEND
o o O— SAFETY BARRIER

—)

PAVED EDGE OF ELEVATED MULTI-USE PATH
_— RIGHT-OF=WAY LINE

—_— e e — = REQUIRED ENCROACHMENT PERMIT/ROW AREA
- — — — —— —— —— ROADWAY SIRIPE

— — ————— — — —— MEAN HIGH WATER = 6.13
e — — MEAN SEA LEVEL + 5FT = 8.57
S S S e EXISTING BAY TRAIL

; 1 RETAINING WALL ENCROACHMENT — CALTRANS
L RETAINING WALL ENCROACHMENT — PORT OF OAKLAND
EMBANKMENT ENCROACHMENT — CALTRANS
EMBANKMENT ENCROACHMENT — PORT OF OAKLAND
ENCROACHMENT — CALTRANS
ENCROACHMENT — PORT OF OAKLAND

Creegan+D’Angelo .'

KEY PLAN

APPROXIMATE INLAND EDGE OF MARSH/EDGE OF BAY = 7.2

RIGHT-OF—WAY SUMMARY

g (E-F) = 39,620 SF
7+ Gz (E-F) = 61,440 SF
(E-F) = 90 SF

(E-F) = 18,060 SF
00 (F-6) = 2,990 SF
(F=G) = 6,170 SF

B +

B +

" , ., GRAPHIC SCALE

e e e —

( IN FEET )
1inch = 30 ft.

NOTES

1. SEE SHEETS 7 THRU 11 FOR SECTIONS.
2. BAY EDGE APPROXIMATED FROM AERIAL PHOTO
INTERPRETATION WITH NO FIELD VERIFICATION.

COASTAL & UPLAND CONCEPTUAL
TRAIL ALIGNMENT & SECTION
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3/16” ANE|oraveL

CALTRANS _PORT OF

I PR &

SHOU%

i #\5’ PR"""‘|

42" GUARDRAIL

LEGEND

MEAN SEA LEVEL + 5FT (BCDC
JURISDICTION LINE) = 8.34

MEAN HIGH HIGH WATER (LIMITS OF

CLASS 11 PERMEABLE MATERIAL-WITH
MIN 6" DRAIN PIPE

AREA OF FILL

15
CALTRANS ROW_EXTENDS BEYOND
LIMITS OF SECTION SHOWN |
\ PR & | PR & | "exe |
120 PATH 5’ _| SHOULDER SHOUL TRAIL 42" GUARDRAIL
| 56° | [
\ X ROADWAY. | | |5 R 12
-
\ DOOUTTLE DRIVE | PAVED __ 3/16" HNE'GRAlﬁﬁ{\\ TRAL
10 { SHOULDER ) {
L—"
/ CLASS Il PERMEABLE MATERIAL WITH
/ M
./ 21
,/
5
1450
TRAIL SECTION 1 - OPTION 1
SCALE:  HORIZONTAL: 17=10"
VERTICAL: 1"=2.5"
15
CALTRANS ROW EXTENDS BEYOND PORT OF
LIMITS OF | SECTION &VDW;{ OCAKLAN
12° PATH 5" _| SHOULDER | St
EL
" || ex Rosowar 1 /16" Fne|ora
v I[ pooLmie pavep |
\ SHOULDER ™\,
. _. [ -
L
7 CLASS I PERMEABLE MATERIAL
N MIN 6" DRAI
T —z1
7/
5
1450 24
AREA OF|
RETANING WAL~

TRAIL SECTION 2 - OPTION 1

SCALE:  HORIZONTAL: 1°=10°
VERTICAL: 1°=2.5

RETAINING WALL

TRAIL SECTION 4 - OPTION 1

SCALE:  HORIZONTAL: 1"=10"

VERTICAL: 17=2.5"

CALTRANS PORT OF |
OAKLAND

-
(=]

3/16” FINE|GRAVEL —_

PAVED
SHOULDER \

CLASS I PERMEABLE MATERIAL WITH
MIN 6" DRAIN PIPE

/ 42" GUARDRAIL

|

EX RoOADWAY | |

o9

15
PORT OF __ CALTRANS CALTRANS OF
e D
e | | Pra | .
2P, | 5 syouwml | SHOULDER 427 GUARDRAL
0! 3/16" FINE GRAVEL . .
| or s | ¥ L N\ JZe 12
DOOLITTLE DRVE| __PAVED | X TRAIL
0 | | I | sHouroer :
2%
/qJ ,,-B,,,L — £X 351 SLOPE
_?Jﬁ_/.f_.._j/’/ 5/._ .................
[ - ctAss WATERAL WITH <
4 MIN 6" DRAN| PIPE ;
21 |- /:
=—=F / % =
AREA OF FILL : —————
5 RETAINING WALL ¥
1450 2+00
TRAIL SECTION 3 - OPTION 1
== SCALE:  HORIZONTAL: 1°=10°
@ VERTICAL: 1°=2.5"
Creegan+D’Angelo

CLASS I PERMEABLE, MATERIAL WITH
MIN 6™ DRAIN PIPE

AREA OF FILL

2+

00

RETAI

TRAIL SECTION 6 - OPTION 1

ING WAL [

SCALE:  HORIZONTAL: 1"=10’

VERTICAL: 1°=2.5"

P EX 211 SLOPE

AREA OF FILL
RETAINING WALL
2400
TRAIL SECTION 5 - OPTION 1
SCALE:  HORIZONTAL: 1"=10"
VERTICAL: 1"=2.5"
CALTRANS ROW EXTENDS BEYOND
LIMITS OF SECTION SHOWN
| | PR &'
SHOU
' |
DOOLITTLE l — 42" GUARDRAIL
3/16° FINE GRAVEL
| PAVED | \ 5 PR 12"
\SHOULDER TRAL

NAVIGABLE WATERS) = 6.53

MEAN HIGH WATER (EDGE OF BAY)
= 590

ABBREVIATIONS

AGGREGATE BASE
EXISTING

MINIMUM
PROPOSED

NOTES

PER CURRENT CALTRANS STANDARDS, ANY EXISTING
ROADWAY WITH SHOULDERS LESS THAN 8’ IN WIDTH
SHALL BE UPGRADED TO A MINIMUM OF 8’ (OR
CURRENT STANDARD) IF ANY WORK IS DONE TO
MODIFY THE ROADWAY.

MAXIMUM EMBANKMENT SLOPE RECOMMENDED BY
GEOTECHNICAL REPORT 1S 3.5:1 (HORIZONTAL TO
VERTICAL). FOR THIS STUDY, WE HAVE USED 3:1
EMBANKMENT SLOPE WITH GEOGRID LAYERS TO
MINIMIZE FILL INTO THE BAY. BENCHING AND
KEYING OF EMBANKMENT IS REQUIRED PER
GEOTECHNICAL REPORT.

NOTE ALL ELEVATIONS SHOWN IN NAVD &8.

KEY PLAN

COASTAL & UPLAND CONCEPTUAL
TRAIL ALIGNMENT & SECTION
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AREA OF FILL
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MEAN HIGH WATER (EDGE OF BAY)
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ABBREVIATIONS
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		Site Plan, Doolittle, ATP

		Plans, Doolittle, ATP








Doolittle Drive Bay Trall - Existing Conditions
- narrow shoulder on Doolittle Drive






Doolittle Drive Bay Trall - Existing Conditions
- narrow shoulder on Doolittle Drive & north
end of project







Instructions

		ATP  -  Application Instructions for 
Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Cost- Cycle 3

		• Applicants are expected to use this template for estimating/documenting the cost of construction items and the overall project costs. (eligible & non-participating)
•The Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs must tie to the information presented in Part 1 - 8 of the ATP Application Form.
• Do NOT input values in gray cells. These cells are formula-driven and will automatically update.

		Project (Engineer's) Information

		• The Licensed Engineer in 'responsible charge' of the overall ATP application must review all information presented in this Estimate form and ensure the values are consistent with the corresponding plans included in the application.   This requirement is considered necessary to ensure the ATP application meets the CTC's PSR-Equivalent requirement - including the use of construction items, quantities and unit prices that meeting industry standards for PSR-Equivalents.   The engineer is also expected to review the breakdown of eligible vs. ineligible (non-participating) costs shown in estimate and confirm they are consistent with the ATP Guidelines.

		Engineer's Estimate & Cost Breakdown

		For each construction item in this table, the following items must be filled: 

				Item:           indicate the name of a construction item used in this project.

				Quantity:   indicate the total quantity of each construction item

				Units:        indicate the units of measurement (i.e. Square Feet or SQFT.) Refer to the Unit Cost Guide tab

				Unit Cost:    indicate the unit cost for one quantity.

				Total Item Cost will be automatically calculated once the above information are provided for each line item (row).

				If more rows are needed to account for more construction items (including Overhead, General, or Landscaping) than the standard form has rows for, applicants can add rows by clicking on the 'Add a  line'  button on the right side of the form.   NOTE: Before clicking the button, first click on the Excel row number above where you want to add the line.

				General Overhead:
Costs for these items have been separated out to reduce confusion relating to eligible vs. ineligible costs calculations.    
The % of eligible vs. ineligible costs are automatically calculated based on the ratio of these costs for all of the other construction items.

				Landscaping:
Costs for these items have been separated out to reduce confusion relating to eligible vs. ineligible costs calculations.  
The eligibility of landscaping costs is dependent on if it is considered functional or non-functional (Decorative).   Functional landscaping is 100% eligible. The eligibility of the non-functional (Decorative) landscaping must be considered as part of the 5% maximum allowable for decorative costs. These decorative costs must include all items necessary to prepare for, install, and maintain the non-functional landscaping; including but not limited to: removal of existing concrete, roadway excavation, imported backfill/top-soil, irrigation, plantings, plant establishment, etc.    

		Cost Breakdown             See Caltrans ATP Guidelines, Chapter 22.5 and 22.6 for more details on eligible and ineligible items.

				ATP Eligible Items/costs:   these are expected to represent all construction items that are ATP eligible.   

				% - 		Insert the percentage of the total item cost that is directly attributed to "ATP Eligible items".

				$ - 		This field will automatically calculate once a percentage is entered in the previous question.

				ATP Ineligible (non-participating) Items/costs:  these are expected to represent all construction costs that are not ATP eligible.  The % and costs are automatically calculated based on the "%" value the applicant entered for the eligible costs. 

				To be constructed by Corps/CCC:  these are expected to include all items & costs that will be constructed by the Corps/CCC.

				% - 		Insert the percentage of the total item cost that is directly attributed to "Corps/CCC to construct".

				$ - 		This field will automatically calculate once a percentage is entered in the previous question.

		Subtotals and Contingencies:

				Subtotal of Construction Items:				This field will automatically calculate the total of all construction items indicated above.

				Construction Item Contingencies: 				Insert percentage of contingencies, which is intended to account for the cost of minor construction items not defined at the time the ATP applications are prepared.

				Total (Construction Items 
& Contingencies) cost:				This field will automatically calculate the total from all information indicated above.

		Project Delivery Costs:            The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for all Project Delivery Costs.

				Environmental Studies 
and Permits(PA&ED):				Total cost of Environmental Studies and Permits phase of the project. 

				Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E):				Total cost of Plans, Specifications and Estimates phase of the project.    

				Total PE:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (PA&ED) + (PS&E)     Note: Per the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual, the total cost for PE should not exceed 25%.  All costs over the 25% must be shown in the application as non-participating.

				Right of Way Engineering				Total cost of Right of Way Engineering, including obtaining the RW Certification.

				Acquisitions and Utilities:				Total cost of  Acquisitions and Utilities.

				Total RW:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (RW Eng.) + (Acq.&Utilities)

				Construction Engineering (CE):				Total cost of Construction Engineering.    Note: Per the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual, the total cost for CE should not exceed 15%.   All costs over the 25% must be shown in the application as non-participating.

				Total Project Delivery:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (CE) + (Con. Item. & Contig.)

		Total Construction Costs:       The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for these Costs.

		• This is automatically calculated from all information entered above.  This value is to be used in filling out the application form.  

		Total Project Cost Estimate:          The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for the Total Project Costs.

		• This is automatically calculated from all information entered above. 
• This value must represent the total estimated cost of the entire ATP project.
• The application must account for the ineligible (non-participating) costs being funded with local funds.   Because this local funding is considered non-participating, it cannot be considered leveraging or matching funding.  

		Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:

		The following are examples of how Engineer's can present their logic and calculations for splitting the projects costs between eligible and ineligible (non-participating) costs.

		Example #1 - Pavement Rehabilitation:  The roadway paving and base repair needed for the roadway is within the limits of the new bike lanes and motorized lanes.  The area within the physical limits of the new bike lanes is estimated to be 3'x300'=900' and the area outside these limits is estimated to be 10'x300'=3,000'.   The ATP eligible reimbursement for all costs related to the Pavement Rehabilitation is calculated to be 900/(900+3000) = 23%.   This split was used for Asphalt Concrete, Aggregate Base, and Excavation.

		Example #2 - New roadway lighting:  Of the newly lighted roadway width, the motorized lanes and parking lanes account for 40’ and the bike lanes and sidewalks account for 26’. The ATP eligible reimbursement for all costs related to these streetlights is calculated to be 26/(26+40) = 39%.   This split was used for light poles, conduit, trenching, and new service.

		Example #3 - Decorative Items:  5% of the eligible construction item cost is $46,500 (per the calculation box just below the "Subtotal of Construction Items:").   The project includes decorative pavers (Item 10) which are estimated to cost $30,000 and are shown to be 100% ATP eligible.  The project includes decorative landscaping costs of $70,000 - made up of $10,00 plantings, $20,000 irrigation, $10,000 topsoil, and $30,000 for the necessary AC removal and roadway excavation.    For ease, the $10,000 in plantings is shown as 100% eligible; the $10,000 topsoil and $30,000 for the necessary AC removal & roadway excavation are shown as 100% ineligible (non-participating); and the ATP eligible portion of the irrigation costs is calculated to be $46,500-($30,000+$10,000) = 6,500  => 6,500/20,000 = 62.5%.   



















Engineer Est. & Project Cost

		Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs- Cycle 3

		Important: Read the Instructions in the first sheet (tab) before entering data.     Do not enter data in shaded fields (with formulas).



		Project Information:

		Agency:				East Bay Regional Park District																		Date:		14-Jun-16

		Project Description:						Doolittle Drive Bay Trail - Martin Luther King Jr. Shoreline, Oakland

		Project Location:						From existing Bay Trail near Hegenberger Raod in Oakland to existing Bay Trail at Harbor Bay Parkway in Alameda

		Licensed Engineer in responsible charge of preparing or reviewing this PSR-Equivalent Cost Estimate:																		Thomas Balbierz						License #:				C052058



		Engineer's Estimate and Cost Breakdown:

		Engineer's Estimate (for Construction Items Only)																Cost Breakdown



																		ATP Eligible Costs/Items				ATP Ineligible Costs/Items 				Corps/CCC
to construct



		Item No.		Item 				F, D or M		Quantity		Units		Unit Cost		Total
Item Cost		%		$		%		$				%		$

		General Overhead-Related Construction Items

		1		Mobilization						1		LS		$400,000.00		$400,000		100%		$400,000		0%		$0				0%		$0				For projects estimates with more Items (Overhead, General, or Landscaping) that than the standard form has rows for, applicants can add rows by clicking on the 'Add a  line'  button below.

Before clicking the button, click on the Excel row number you where you want to add the line

		2		Layout and Staking						1		LS		$60,000.00		$60,000		100%		$60,000		0%		$0						$0

		3		Water Pollution Control						1		LS		$95,000.00		$95,000		100%		$95,000		0%		$0						$0

		4		Environmental Monitoring						1		LS		$80,000.00		$80,000		100%		$80,000		0%		$0						$0

		5		Ongoing Monitoring						1		LS		$500,000.00		$500,000		100%		$500,000		0%		$0						$0

		6		Erosion Control						1		LS		$200,000.00		$200,000		100%		$200,000		0%		$0						$0

		7		Temporary Fencing, Signage and Security						1		LS		$163,152.00		$163,152		100%		$163,152		0%		$0						$0

		General Construction Items (non-decorative only)

		8		Concrete slab (8"x12' wide)						255.00		CY		$1,965.00		$501,075		100%		$501,075		0%		$0						$0

		9		Concrete beam (20"x20")						177.00		CY		$1,965.00		$347,805		100%		$347,805		0%		$0						$0

		10		Metal railing at 42" high						1,720.00		LF		$39.30		$67,596		100%		$67,596		0%		$0						$0

		11		Concrete piles (16" dia. x 60' average depth x2 piles)						6,450.00		LF		$131.00		$844,950		100%		$844,950		0%		$0						$0

		12		Cofferdams/dewatering						860.00		LF		$262.00		$225,320		100%		$225,320		0%		$0						$0

		13		Class II Permeable Material (12" x 18" per LF)						48.00		CY		$58.95		$2,830		100%		$2,830		0%		$0						$0

		14		3/16" Fine Gravel (12" x 12" per LF)						32.00		CY		$65.50		$2,096		100%		$2,096		0%		$0						$0

		15		6" Perforated Storm Drain						860.00		LF		$26.20		$22,532		100%		$22,532		0%		$0						$0

		16		6" Storm Drain Outfall (300' O.C., 15, long)						43.00		LF		$26.20		$1,127		100%		$1,127		0%		$0						$0

		17		Storm Drain Catch Basin (300' O.C.)						3.00		EA		$1,310.00		$3,930		100%		$3,930		0%		$0						$0

		18		Relocate Poles and Guy Wires						1.00		LS		$26,200.00		$26,200		100%		$26,200		0%		$0						$0

		19		Construction Minimization Measures 						1.00		LS		$81,613.00		$81,613		100%		$81,613		0%		$0						$0

		20		Wetland Mitigation Measures 						0.20		AC		$917,000.00		$183,400		100%		$183,400		0%		$0						$0

		21		Wetland Delineation and Application 						1.00		LS		$16,375.00		$16,375		100%		$16,375		0%		$0						$0

		22		Shoreline Stabilization						1		LS		$400,000.00		$400,000		100%		$400,000		0%		$0						$0

		23		Crosswalk and Intersection Improvements						1		LS		$275,000.00		$275,000		100%		$275,000		0%		$0						$0

		24														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		Decorative & Landscaping-related Items    (Label items as "F" for Functional, "D" for Decorative,  or "M" for a mix of Decorative and Functional)

		25														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		26														$0		0%		$0		100%		$0						$0

		27														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		28														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		29														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		30														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		31														$0		0%		$0		100%		$0						$0

		32														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		Subtotal of Construction Items:														$4,500,000				$4,500,000				$0						$0

																				$225,000		<= 5% of eligible CON costs (max. decorative, if applicable) 



		Construction Item Contingencies (% of Construction Items):												20.00%

Richard Ke: Enter % for Contingencies
		$900,000				$900,000				$0

		Total (Construction Items & Contingencies) cost:														$5,400,000				$5,400,000				$0



		Project Delivery Costs:

		Type of Project Cost												Cost $

		Preliminary Engineering (PE)																		ATP Eligible Costs				Non-participating Costs

		Environmental Studies and Permits(PA&ED):												$   675,000						$675,000				$0

		Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E):												$   900,000						$900,000				$0				"PE" costs / "CON" costs

		Total PE:												$   1,575,000						$1,575,000				$0				29%		25% Max



		Right of Way (RW)

		Right of Way Engineering:												$   300,000						$300,000				$0

		Acquisitions and Utilities:												$   -						$0				$0

		Total RW:												$   300,000						$300,000				$0



		Construction Engineering (CE)																										"CE" costs / "CON" costs

		Construction Engineering (CE):												$   675,000						$675,000				$0				12%		15% Max 



		Total Project Delivery:												$2,550,000						$2,550,000				$0



		Total Construction Costs:												$6,075,000						$6,075,000				$0

																				ATP Eligible Costs				Non-participating Costs

		Total Project Cost:												$7,950,000						$7,950,000				$0



		Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:

		The Engineer's logic and/or calculations for splitting costs between ATP-Eligible and Non-participating costs must be documented in this section of the Estimate form.  
Separate logic is required for each construction item listed above which is partly ineligible for ATP funding or is required for the construction of an ineligible item/element of the project.

		Item Number(s):				Description of Engineer's Logic:       (See examples shown in the Instructions)
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DRAFT ATP Unit Cost Guide

		ATP Construction Item Unit Cost Guide      (For items common to ATP projects)



		Index #		Description 		Typical Units		Notes



		General Overhead and Contingency Related Construction Items

				Mobilization, RE office, Traffic Control, Water Quality, Clearing and Grubbing, temporary items, etc.		LS		Engineering Estimates at the "PSR-Equivalent" phase may or may not include these items.   The extent that these items are included in the estimate should be inversely proportional to the size of the "Construction Contingency" used.

				Mobilization 		LS		Dependent on project size & location

				Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan		LS		$5,00 to $10,000

				Erosion Control		LS		1.50%

				       Hydroseed		SF		Average $1

				       Fiber Rolls		LF		Average $5

				Traffic Control  		LS

				Clearing and Grubbing		LS



		Removal, Excavation, and Import Related Construction Items

				Roadway Excavation		CY		$12 to $35

				Embankment / Fill  / Import Material		CY		Average $25



				Remove Fence, Culvert, Inlet, Curb, etc.		Varies		Engineering Estimates at the "PSR-Equivalent" phase may or may not include these items.   The extent that these items are included in the estimate should be inversely proportional to the size of the "Construction Contingency" used.

				Remove Concrete (Miscellaneous)		CY		Sidewalk, Pavement & Curb/Gutter Average $75

				Sawcut existing AC		LF

				Sawcut and Remove existing AC and AB		SF

				Remove Existing Pavement		SF

				Remove Existing Sidewalk		SF

				Cold Plane AC (2" thickness)		SY		$1.75 to $3.50

				Remove Tree		EA

				Remove Power Pole		EA

				Utility Relocation		LS

		Roadway Paving Items

				Roadway Excavation		CY		$12 to $38

				Class 2 Aggregate Base		CY		$30 to $70

				Hot Mix Asphalt		TON		1 ton covers approx. 12' x 6.5' at 2" final thickness $40 to $125

				Place HMA Dike		LF		average $1.75



				Adjust Frame and Cover to Grade		EA		average $650



				Slurry Seal

				AC Dike



		Sidewalks, Concrete, Plazas, etc

				Concrete curbing		LF		6" x 6" average $3.50

				Curb & Gutter

				 		 

				Concrete Sidewalk 		SF		average $15

				Concrete Driveway

				Minor Concrete (Textured Paving)		SF		average $5

				Prepare and Stain concrete		SF		average $2.75



				Concrete Pavers / Bricks		SF

				Curb Ramp		EA		$3000 to $5,500

				Bollards		EA		$100 to $750



		Crosswalk and Roadway-Crossing Items

				Thermoplastic  Crosswalk		LF

				Bulb-outs (No Drainage)		EA

				Bulb-outs (Include Drainage)		EA

				Bulb-outs (Surface Mounted)		EA





		Striping and Pavement Marking Items

				4" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		$0.65 to $0.75

				6" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		average $1.00

				8" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		average $1.00

				Thermoplastic Pavement Marking/Legend		SF		average $5.5





		Signs, Flashing Beacons, Ped Signals, Signal Upgrades

				Sign- 1 post		EA		$250 to $300

				Sign- 2 post		EA		average $550

				Radar Speed Feedback Sign		EA

				Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (Ped Actuated)		EA		average $5000











		Lighting

				Pedestrian Lights  (Poles only)		EA

				Pedestrian Lights (including: conduit, boxes, etc.)		EA

				Street Lights   (Poles only)		EA

				Street Lights (including: conduit, boxes, etc.)		EA

				Conduit and Boxes		LF or LS		Option stand-alone item (can be part of lighting)







		Landscaping Items

				Transplant Tree		EA		No Palm Trees allowed. Average $400

				Tree Well		EA		average $600

				Remove Tree 		EA		Small trees are accounted for in clearing and grubbing (5" diameter or smaller) $700 to $800

				Tree Grate		EA		average $350

				Fall Tree		EA		average $1,000

				 











		Other Miscellaneous Items

				Minor Concrete (Minor Structure)		CY		average $1200

				6' Retaining Wall		CY		6' tall L shape wall 0.60 cy/lf.  Average $800

				4' Retaining Wall		CY		4' tall L shape wall 0.45 cy/lf.  Average $700



				Ped/Bike Bridge		EA





				Roadway Drainage		LS

				Chain Link Fence

				Iron / Decorative Fence
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East Bay Regional Park District — Doolittle Drive
Demand Analysis and Cost-Benefit Analysis

This cost-benefit analysis (CBA) weighs the costs (capital and maintenance) and benefits
(environmental sustainability, quality of life, economic competitiveness, safety, and state of good
repair) that would accrue during construction and over a 20-year evaluation period after
completion of the East Bay Regional Park District — Doolittle Drive project. Below is a summary of
the undiscounted findings of the CBA (all values presented in 2016 constant dollars):

¢ The project will cost an estimated $7,900,000 to construct and approximately $35,000 per
year to maintain. $4,000,000 is requested in ATP funding.

e After construction, the project will help encourage roughly 156 million bicycle and
pedestrian trips in the project study area between 2022 and 2041, resulting in roughly 120
million fewer vehicle-miles traveled (VMT).

e This reduction in VMT translates into 60,000 fewer metric tons of greenhouse gases and
criteria pollutants which would cost the equivalent of $12 million in avoided environmental
damage or mitigation costs between 2022 and 2041.

e The project will also encourage on average 1,600 more people to meet the Centers for
Disease Control’s recommended number of physical activity and will save residents $46
million in healthcare expenses between 2022 and 2041.

e By encouraging more people to bicycle and walk instead of drive in single-occupant
automobiles, residents will save $75 million in household transportation expenses, $40
million in prevented collisions, $7 million in costs related to traffic congestion, and $17
million in roadway maintenance cost savings over the 20-year period.

At a 3 percent real discount rate, the net present value of the proposed project is $110,970,000,
the internal rate of return is 58.5 percent, and the benefit-cost ratio is 14.3. For just the ATP funds
requested, the proposed project has an $115,350,000 net present value, 109.6 percent internal
rate of return, and 30.2 cost-benefit ratio at a 3 percent real discount rate.

At a 7 percent real discount rate, the net present value of the proposed project $60,930,000, the
internal rate of return is 52.6 percent, and the benefit-cost ratio is 9.8. For just the ATP funds
requested, the proposed project has a $64,620,000 net present value, 21.09 percent internal rate
of return, and 21.1 cost-benefit ratio at a 7 percent real discount rate.





This CBA approach expands on the methods suggested by the National Cooperative Highway
Research Program (NCHRP) Report 552: Guidelines for Analysis of Investments in Bicycle Facilities
by incorporating detailed local demographic information and using new data and research that
has become available since Guidelines for Analysis was published in 2006.

One notable alternation is the consideration of benefits from both bicycling and walking activity
using different impact areas for each mode. By comparison, Guidelines for Analysis only provides
guidance for measuring bicycling benefits and does not quantify pedestrian benefits for multi-use
paths. Another alteration is the estimate of utilitarian (hon-commute) and school trips in addition
to work commute trips. This addition helps capture the full range of bicycling and walking trips in
the project area. The CBA also considers local travel patterns, trip distances, and public health to
create a complete, detailed picture of benefits generated by the proposed facilities.

A major advantage of this CBA approach is the ability to quantify benefits at a line-item level for
each distinct type of benefit associated with the project. This allows benefits to be quantified and
compared for each ATP goal. This also means the CBA omits estimates of social/recreational trip
benefits of the project from the analysis so that the proposed project can be evaluated solely on
its merits as a transportation facility. By contrast, the standard CBA method in Guidelines for
Analysis includes recreational benefits which often make up a large portion of total benefits for
bicycle and pedestrian projects. These method alternations should be considered when
comparing CBA results for this project with other ATP grant applications. Also, the residual benefit
of the fully-maintained facility built by the project is not claimed as a lump sum at end of the
analysis period.

While construction of the project will benefit all residents of and visitors to the area, those living
within one mile (about a 20 minute walk) will have the most convenient access and will gain the
most from its completion. This study area limit is within the standard area of influence used by
bicycle and pedestrian planning professionals and were acknowledged by the Federal Transit
Administration in the Final Policy Statement on Eligibility of Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements
Under Federal Transit Law that went into effect August 19, 2011.





Between 2011 and 2015, the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) has been tracking average
annual daily traffic at east Oakland along existing Class | paths near the proposed project. On
average, 237 bicyclists and pedestrians travel at through the two counts stations most near the
proposed project (MLK Damon Slough and MLK San Leandro Creek Trail) per day (see Table 1). If
the proposed project could attract the same number of bicyclists and pedestrians, along with
one-fifth of the traffic from the other six count locations, it would experience 565 bicyclists and
1,363 pedestrians per day.

Table 1: EBRPD Count Data (average annual daily traffic

Location

Crown Encinal 230 168 216 148 179
Point

Crown McKay 1,082 548 779 838 657
Ave

Crown Shoreline 8,820 5,370 3,074 2,575 1,532
Crown Windsurf 3,040 2,037 1,940 1,346 817
ESSP Seabreeze 476 299 912 1,775 1,027
OB Neptune 542 540 425 468 429
MLK Damon 213 186 193 175 179
Slouah

MLK San 63 70 31 30 42
Leandro Creek

Trail






This CBA uses a series of factors and multipliers to quantify the costs and benefits of the proposed
project. This CBA first looks at the percent of bicycle and pedestrian trips by trip purpose that will
take place within the project study area that replace motor vehicle trips (see Table 2) based on
the forecasted change in mode share discussion shown in Table 10. Second, the average trip
length by trip purpose is estimated for the replaced trips (see Table 3). Third, the number of
utilitarian and social/recreational trips within the project study area are estimated to provide a
more balanced view of trip purpose within the project study area (see Table 4). While
social/recreational trips noted, they are not included in the CBA. Finally, an estimate of vehicle-
miles travelled (VMT) reduced is multiplied by a series of benefit multipliers: environmental
sustainability (see Table 5), quality of life (see Table 6), economic competitiveness (see Table 7),
safety (see Table 8), and state of good repair (see Table 9). In addition, the impact on travel time,
delays from construction, noise, and property value were analyzed but found to have a negligible
impact compared to a no build alternative.

Table 2: Motor Vehicle Trip Replacement Factors*
Bike Walk

Commute Trips 0.17 0.17
College Trips 0.81 0.83

K-12 School Trips 0.44 0.48
Utilitarian Trips 0.69 0.78
Social/Recreational Trips 0.16 0.16

*Estimated by comparing local commute mode share data from the American Community Survey (2010-2014) to national mode share
data for all trip purposes.

Table 3: Trip Distance (miles

Bike Walk
Commute Tripsi 3.54 0.67
College Tripsii 2.09 0.48
K-12 School Tripsti 0.77 0.36
Utilitarian Tripsiv 1.89 0.67

Table 4: Trip Purpose Multipliers¥

Bike Walk
Utilitarian Trip Multiplier 1.61 4.32
Social/Recreational Multiplier 4.77 3.91

Table 5: Environmental Sustainability Multipliers





Value (metric tons/VMT) Value ($USD/VMT)

Particulate Matter (PM) i 0.0000001 $0.02

Nitrous Oxides (NOx) Vi 0.0000009 $0.01

Sulfur Oxides (SOx) Vi 0.0000000 $0.00

Volatile Organic Compounds 0.0000012 $0.00
(voc)

Carbon Dioxidex 0.0004940 $0.02

Table 6: Quality of Life Multipliers

Physical Inactive Adults in California 0.19x%
Physically Inactive Youth in California 0.19y
Healthcare Cost Savings $1,444 per newly active personfii

Table 7: Economic Comietitiveness Multiiliers*

Household Transportation Cost Savings $0.63 per VMTxv
Congestion Cost Savings $17,719,087x
Travel Times Savings — All Trip Purposes* $13.46 per hourwi

*This CBA analyzed changes in property value within the study area and found no evidence to support an increase or decrease in
property values following completion of the project.

**The Victoria Transport Policy Institute found in their 2013 study “Transportation Cost and Benefit Analysis Il — Travel Time Costs”
that the user of an average car and a bicycle had the same “effective speed” after taking into account annual hours worked, average
travel speed, travel time, and support time (maintenance, etc.). This CBA, therefore, excludes travel time as a cost or benefit.

Table 8: Safety Multiplier

Value (metric tons/VMT)

Collision Cost Savings $0.33 per VMTwi

Table 9: State of Good Repair Multiplier

Value (metric tons/VMT)
Roadway Maintenance Cost Savings $0.14 per VMTwii

Table 10: Annual VMT Reduction





Annual VMT

Annual Bike/Ped Annual Vehicle Annual VMT Reduction (No
Project Year Trips Trip Reduction Reduction (Build) Build)
Year -5 2016 5,049,000 1,938,000 3,827,000 3,827,000
Year -4 2017 5,123,000 1,967,000 3,884,000 3,884,000
Year -3 2018 5,197,000 1,996,000 3,941,000 3,941,000
Year -2 2019 5,271,000 2,024,000 3,998,000 3,998,000
Year -1 2020 5,345,000 2,053,000 4,055,000 4,055,000
Year O 2021 5,420,000 2,081,000 4,112,000 4,112,000
Year 1 2022 5,620,000 2,185,000 4,274,000 4,142,000
Year 2 2023 5,825,000 2,291,000 4,439,000 4,172,000
Year 3 2024 6,033,000 2,399,000 4,607,000 4,201,000
Year 4 2025 6,246,000 2,509,000 4,777,000 4,229,000
Year 5 2026 6,461,000 2,621,000 4,951,000 4,257,000
Year 6 2027 6,681,000 2,735,000 5,128,000 4,284,000
Year 7 2028 6,904,000 2,851,000 5,308,000 4,311,000
Year 8 2029 7,131,000 2,970,000 5,491,000 4,336,000
Year 9 2030 7,361,000 3,090,000 5,676,000 4,361,000
Year 10 2031 7,596,000 3,213,000 5,865,000 4,386,000
Year 11 2032 7,834,000 3,338,000 6,057,000 4,410,000
Year 12 2033 8,075,000 3,465,000 6,251,000 4,433,000
Year 13 2034 8,321,000 3,594,000 6,449,000 4,455,000
Year 14 2035 8,570,000 3,726,000 6,650,000 4,477,000
Year 15 2036 8,822,000 3,859,000 6,853,000 4,498,000
Year 16 2037 9,079,000 3,994,000 7,060,000 4,518,000
Year 17 2038 9,339,000 4,132,000 7,269,000 4,538,000
Year 18 2039 9,603,000 4,272,000 7,482,000 4,557,000
Year 19 2040 9,870,000 4,414,000 7,697,000 4,575,000
Year 20 2041 10,142,000 4,558,000 7,915,000 4,593,000

TOTAL 186,918,000 78,275,000 144,016,000 111,550,000

Table 11: Costs, undiscounted





Annual Annual
Capital Maintenance Travel Annual Costs (ATP Costs (No
Project Year Costs Costs Time/Delays Costs (Total) Request) Build)
Year -5 2016 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Year -4 2017 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Year -3 2018 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Year -2 2019 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Year -1 2020 $4,500,000 $0 $0 $4,500,000 $2,000,000 $0
Year 0 2021 $4,500,000 $0 $0 $4,500,000 $2,000,000 $0
Year 1 2022 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 2 2023 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 3 2024 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 4 2025 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 5 2026 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 6 2027 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 7 2028 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 8 2029 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 9 2030 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 10 2031 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 11 2032 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 12 2033 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 13 2034 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 14 2035 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 15 2036 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 16 2037 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 17 2038 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 18 2039 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $35,000 $0
Year 19 2040 $0 $0 $0.00 $0 $35,000 $0
Year 20 2041 $0 $35,000 $0.00 $35,000 $35,000 $0

$9,000,000

$665,000

$9,665,000

$4,700,000






Table 12: Benefits, undiscounted

Project Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual State Annual Annual
Year Environmenta Quality of Economic Safety of Good Benefits Benefits (No
| Sustainability Life Benefits Competitivene Benefits Repair (Build) Build)
Benefits ss Benefits Benefits
Year -5 2016 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Year -4 2017 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Year -3 2018 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Year -2 2019 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Year -1 2020 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Year 0 2021 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Year 1 2022 $217,000 $1,985,000 $2,915,000 $1,419,000 $618,000 $7,154,000 $6,959,000
Year 2 2023 $225,000 $2,015,000 $3,027,000 $1,474,000 $642,000 $7,384,000 $6,989,000
Year 3 2024 $234,000 $2,046,000 $3,142,000 $1,529,000 $666,000 $7,617,000 $7,018,000
Year 4 2025 $242,000 $2,077,000 $3,258,000 $1,586,000 $691,000 $7,855,000 $7,045,000
Year 5 2026 $251,000 $2,108,000 $3,377,000 $1,644,000 $716,000 $8,096,000 $7,070,000
Year 6 2027 $260,000 $2,139,000 $3,498,000 $1,702,000 $742,000 $8,341,000 $7,094,000
Year 7 2028 $269,000 $2,170,000 $3,620,000 $1,762,000 $768,000 $8,590,000 $7,116,000
Year 8 2029 $279,000 $2,202,000 $3,745,000 $1,823,000 $794,000 $8,843,000 $7,136,000
Year 9 2030 $288,000 $2,234,000 $3,872,000 $1,884,000 $821,000 $9,099,000 $7,155,000
Year 10 2031 $298,000 $2,266,000 $4,000,000 $1,947,000 $849,000 $9,359,000 $7,173,000
Year 11 2032 $307,000 $2,298,000 $4,131,000 $2,011,000 $876,000 $9,623,000 $7,188,000
Year 12 2033 $317,000 $2,330,000 $4,264,000 $2,075,000 $904,000 $9,891,000 $7,202,000
Year 13 2034 $327,000 $2,362,000 $4,398,000 $2,141,000 $933,000 $10,162,000 $7,215,000
Year 14 2035 $337,000 $2,395,000 $4,535,000 $2,208,000 $962,000 $10,437,000 $7,226,000
Year 15 2036 $348,000 $2,428,000 $4,674,000 $2,275,000 $991,000 $10,716,000 $7,235,000
Year 16 2037 $358,000 $2,461,000 $4,815,000 $2,344,000 $1,021,000 $10,999,000 $7,243,000
Year 17 2038 $369,000 $2,494,000 $4,960,000 $2,413,000 $1,052,000 $11,286,000 $7,249,000
Year 18 2039 $380,000 $2,528,000 $5,103,000 $2,484,000 $1,082,000 $11,576,000 $7,253,000
Year 19 2040 $390,000 $2,561,000 $5,250,000 $2,555,000 $1,114,000 $11,870,000 $7,256,000
Year 20 2041 $402,000 $2,595,000 $5,399,000 $2,628,000 $1,145,000 $12,168,000 $7,258,000

$6,098,000 $45,694,000 $81,983,000 $39,904,000 $17,387,000 $191,066,000 $143,080,000

Table 13: Costs and Benefits, discounted at 3%





Project Annual Annual Net Costs & Net Cumulative Net Cumulative Net Cumulative

Year Benefits Costs Benefits Costs & Benefits Costs & Benefits Costs & Benefits
(Total) (ATP Request) (No Build)
Year -5 2016 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$0

Year -4 2017 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Year -3 2018 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Year -2 2019 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Year -1 2020 $0 $3,998,000 -$3,998,000 -$3,998,000 -$1,777,000 $0
Year 0 2021 $0 $3,882,000 -$3,882,000 -$7,880,000 -$3,502,000 $0
Year 1 2022 $5,991,000 $29,000 $5,962,000 -$1,918,000 $2,460,000 $5,828,000
Year 2 2023 $6,004,000 $28,000 $5,975,000 $4,057,000 $8,435,000 $11,511,000
Year 3 2024 $6,013,000 $28,000 $5,986,000 $10,043,000 $14,420,000 $17,051,000
Year 4 2025 $6,020,000 $27,000 $5,993,000 $16,036,000 $20,414,000 $22,451,000
Year 5 2026 $6,024,000 $26,000 $5,998,000 $22,034,000 $26,412,000 $27,712,000
Year 6 2027 $6,026,000 $25,000 $6,001,000 $28,035,000 $32,412,000 $32,836,000
Year 7 2028 $6,025,000 $25,000 $6,000,000 $34,035,000 $38,413,000 $37,827,000
Year 8 2029 $6,021,000 $24,000 $5,997,000 $40,032,000 $44,410,000 $42,687,000
Year 9 2030 $6,015,000 $23,000 $5,992,000 $46,025,000 $50,403,000 $47,418,000
Year 10 2031 $6,007,000 $22,000 $5,985,000 $52,010,000 $56,387,000 $52,021,000
Year 11 2032 $5,997,000 $22,000 $5,975,000 $57,984,000 $62,362,000 $56,501,000
Year 12 2033 $5,984,000 $21,000 $5,963,000 $63,947,000 $68,325,000 $60,859,000
Year 13 2034 $5,969,000 $21,000 $5,949,000 $69,896,000 $74,274,000 $65,097,000
Year 14 2035 $5,952,000 $20,000 $5,932,000 $75,828,000 $80,206,000 $69,217,000
Year 15 2036 $5,933,000 $19,000 $5,914,000 $81,742,000 $86,120,000 $73,223,000
Year 16 2037 $5,913,000 $19,000 $5,894,000 $87,636,000 $92,014,000 $77,117,000
Year 17 2038 $5,890,000 $18,000 $5,872,000 $93,508,000 $97,885,000 $80,900,000
Year 18 2039 $5,865,000 $18,000 $5,848,000 $99,355,000 $103,733,000 $84,575,000
Year 19 2040 $5,839,000 $17,000 $5,822,000 $105,177,000 $109,555,000 $88,145,000
Year 20 2041 $5,812,000 $17,000 $5,795,000 $110,972,000 $115,350,000 $91,611,000

INTERNAL RATE OF RETURN 58.5% 109.6% N/A

NET PRESENT VALUE (3% DISCOUNT RATE) $110,970,000 $115,350,000 $91,610,000

BENEFIT - COST RATIO 14.32 30.19 N/A

Table 14: Costs and Benefits, discounted at 7%





Project Annual Annual Net Costs & Net Cumulative Net Cumulative Net Cumulative

Year Benefits Costs Benefits Costs & Benefits Costs & Benefits Costs & Benefits
(Total) (ATP Request) (No Build)

Year -5 2016 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Year -4 2017 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Year -3 2018 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Year -2 2019 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Year -1 2020 $0 $3,433,000 -$3,433,000 -$3,433,000 -$3,433,000 $0

Year 0 2021 $0 $3,208,000 -$3,208,000 -$6,641,000 -$6,641,000 $0

Year 1 2022 $4,767,000 $23,000 $4,744,000 -$1,898,000 -$1,898,000 $4,637,000
Year 2 2023 $4,598,000 $22,000 $4,576,000 $2,678,000 $2,678,000 $8,990,000
Year 3 2024 $4,433,000 $20,000 $4,413,000 $7,091,000 $7,091,000 $13,074,000
Year 4 2025 $4,273,000 $19,000 $4,253,000 $11,345,000 $11,345,000 $16,906,000
Year5 2026 $4,116,000 $18,000 $4,098,000 $15,443,000 $15,443,000 $20,501,000
Year 6 2027 $3,963,000 $17,000 $3,946,000 $19,389,000 $19,389,000 $23,871,000
Year 7 2028 $3,814,000 $16,000 $3,798,000 $23,188,000 $23,188,000 $27,030,000
Year 8 2029 $3,669,000 $15,000 $3,655,000 $26,842,000 $26,842,000 $29,992,000
Year 9 2030 $3,529,000 $14,000 $3,515,000 $30,357,000 $30,357,000 $32,767,000
Year 10 2031 $3,392,000 $13,000 $3,379,000 $33,737,000 $33,737,000 $35,366,000
Year 11 2032 $3,260,000 $12,000 $3,248,000 $36,985,000 $36,985,000 $37,801,000
Year 12 2033 $3,131,000 $11,000 $3,120,000 $40,105,000 $40,105,000 $40,082,000
Year 13 2034 $3,007,000 $10,000 $2,996,000 $43,101,000 $43,101,000 $42,216,000
Year 14 2035 $2,886,000 $10,000 $2,876,000 $45,977,000 $45,977,000 $44,214,000
Year 15 2036 $2,769,000 $9,000 $2,760,000 $48,738,000 $48,738,000 $46,084,000
Year 16 2037 $2,656,000 $8,000 $2,648,000 $51,386,000 $51,386,000 $47,833,000
Year 17 2038 $2,547,000 $8,000 $2,539,000 $53,925,000 $53,925,000 $49,469,000
Year 18 2039 $2,442,000 $7,000 $2,435,000 $56,360,000 $56,360,000 $50,999,000
Year 19 2040 $2,340,000 $7,000 $2,333,000 $58,693,000 $58,693,000 $52,430,000
Year 20 2041 $2,242,000 $6,000 $2,236,000 $60,928,000 $60,928,000 $53,767,000

INTERNAL RATE OF RETURN 52.6% 101.75% N/A

NET PRESENT VALUE (7% DISCOUNT RATE) $60,930,000 $64,620,000 $53,770,000

BENEFIT - COST RATIO 9.82 21.09 N/A

Notes





NHTS (2009). <http://nhts.ornl.gov/tables09/fatcat/2009/aptl_TRPTRANS_WHYTRP1S.html>

i |bid.

it Safe Routes National Center for Safe Routes to School, Trends in Walking and Bicycling to School from 2007 to 2013
(2015). <http://www.saferoutesinfo.org/sites/default/files/SurveyTrends_2007-13_finall.pdf>

v NHTS (2009). <http://nhts.ornl.gov/tables09/fatcat/2009/aptl_TRPTRANS_WHYTRP1S.htmlI>

v |bid.

vi Average Annual Emissions and Fuel Consumption for Gasoline-Fueled Passenger Cars and Light Trucks, EPA (2008).
<https://www3.epa.gov/otaqg/consumer/420f08024.pdf>

vi Average Annual Emissions and Fuel Consumption for Gasoline-Fueled Passenger Cars and Light Trucks, EPA (2008).
<https://www3.epa.gov/otaq/consumer/420f08024.pdf>

vii Average Annual Emissions and Fuel Consumption for Gasoline-Fueled Passenger Cars and Light Trucks, EPA (2008).
<https://www3.epa.gov/otaq/consumer/420f08024.pdf>

x Average Annual Emissions and Fuel Consumption for Gasoline-Fueled Passenger Cars and Light Trucks, EPA (2008).
<https://www3.epa.gov/otaqg/consumer/420f08024.pdf>

x Technical Support Document: Technical Update of the Social Cost of Carbon for Regulatory Impact Analysis Under
Executive Order 12866. <https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/inforeg/scc-tsd-final-july-2015.pdf>

xi State Indicators Report on Physical Activity, CDC. (2014)
<http://www.cdc.gov/physicalactivity/downloads/pa_state_indicator_report_2014.pdf>

xi |bid.

si Inadequate Physical Activity and Health Care Expenditures in the United States.
<http://www.cdc.gov/nccdphp/dnpao/docs/carlson-physical-activity-and-healthcare-expenditures-final-
508tagged.pdf>

xv "Qur Driving Costs, AAA (2016). <http://exchange.aaa.com/automobiles-travel/automobiles/driving-
costs/#.Vw_xCPkrKUk>

x Based on the last five years of collision data from SWITRS: 5 minor injuries, 12 moderate injuries, 1 severe injury, and 1
fatal injury.

x Kitamura, R., Zhao, H., and Gubby, A. R. Development of a Pavement Maintenance Cost Allocation Model. Institute of
Transportation Studies, University of California, Davis. <https://trid.trb.org/view.aspx?id=261768>

wi Revised Departmental Guidance on Valuation of Travel Time in Economic Analysis (Revision 2 - corrected).
<http://www.dot.gov/office-policy/transportation-policy/guidance-value-time>

wii Crashes vs. Congestion: What's the Cost to Society? AAA (2011).
<http://www.camsys.com/pubs/2011_AAA_CrashvCongUpd.pdf>

wii Kitamura, R., Zhao, H., and Gubby, A. R. Development of a Pavement Maintenance Cost Allocation Model. Institute of
Transportation Studies, University of California, Davis. <https://trid.trb.org/view.aspx?id=261768>
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2950 PERALTA OAKS COURT P.O.BOX 5381 OAKLAND CALIFORNIA 94605-0381

East Bay

Regional Park District

T: 1-888-EBPARKS F:510-569-4319 TRS RELAY: 711 WWW.EBPARKS.ORG

Active Transportation Program
Doolittle Drive Bay Trail - RIGHT OF WAY
June 15,2016

A portion of the Doolittle Drive Bay Trail Project may require intersection improvements to
meet SF Bay Trail standards. This may include signal improvements, a pedestrian refugee island.
The trail may also require an encroachment permit from CalTrans depending on the final trail
alignment. While a feasibility study has been completed, the next stage of the design will
determine the final alignment and details of the intersection improvements. CalTrans will be
contacted for permission at that time. The project budget currently includes a right of way
phase in the event that project elements are required in the final design.

Board of Directors

Doug Siden
President
Ward 4

Beverly Lane Dennis Waespi Diane Burgis Whitney Dotson John Sutter Ayn Wieskamp Robert E. Doyle
Vice-President Treasurer Secretary Ward | Ward 2 Ward 5 General Manager
Ward 6 Ward 3 Ward 7












Regional Park District

WWW.EBPARKS.ORG
Active Transportation Program
Doolittle Bay Trail - REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
June 14,2016
The Doolittle Bay Trail
Project is consistent with
the One Bay Area Regional
Transportation Plan, see
T . THEPLAN THE COUNTIES YOUR PART NEWS RESOURCES
highlighted sections below.
The project completes a
Segment of the SF Bay Trail THE PLAN: PLAN DE:'J\EI.S. TRANSPORTATION
in underserved community Hansportation
of Oakland. This important SHARE THIS ARTICLE =
. . THE PLAN
transportatlon connection o For decades, MTC has been charged with preparing a regional transportation
e Context

will provide opportunities plan (RTP), which is updated every four years to reflect changing conditions
fOI" alternative Timefine and new planning priorities. Like other RTPs, Plan Bay Area 2040 will provide

e a long-range road map to guide the Bay Area's transporiation investments for

an Detsils

transportation modes,
reduce greenhouse gas
emissions while protecting
open space and other
natural resources.

The project is also
consistent with a number of
other regional plans,
including the 2005 “San
Francisco Bay Trail Project —
Gap Analysis Study.”

- (Goals and Tangets

= SCEMEnoE

= Housing and Jobe

- Transportation

= Emvironmentai
Imgact Rapart

= Enuity Anaiysls

Participating
Agences

Quick Facts

= Frequenty Asked
Queetons

= Glogaary

+ Legal Sstiaments

Adopted Plan Bay

HArea 2013

= Supplamentary
Repars & Agditional

Reeources

Diocument Archive:
Plan Bay Arsa
2013

a 25-year period.

Plan Bay Area 2040 is subject to the requirements of Califomnia Senate Bill 375,
which reguires the RTP to be much more tightly intenvoven with regional housing,
jobs and land use projections. 5B 375 alzo adds three elements to the long-range
transportation plan:

1. Setting targets and developing strategies to reduce transportafion-related
emissions of the greenhousze gaszes (GHGs) that cause climate change (The
Bay Area’s target is to reduce per-capita carbon dioxide emissions from cars
and light-duty trucks by 7 percent by 2020 and by 15 percent by 2035.);

2. Deweloping a land use component that identifies how the region could house ifts
entire population over the next eight and 20 years; and

3. Protecting open space and other natural resources.

The idea is to create a long-range plan that demonstrates how the fransportation
nebwork and land use development can work together to reduce greenhouss
emissions and create more complete, ivable, sustainable communities with
sufficient affordable housing, more fransportation choices and easier access to vital
senvices and amenities, such as public transit, shopping, schools, parks, recreation,
health care and more.
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Tiffany Margulici

From: Wallace, Melanie@CCC <Melanie.Wallace@ccc.ca.gov> on behalf of ATP@CCC
<ATP@CCC.CA.GOV>

Sent: Friday, June 10, 2016 3:33 PM

To: Tiffany Margulici

Subject: FW: ATP Consultation, SF Bay Trail, Doolittle Drive at MLK Shoreline, Oakland

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Tiffany,

The CCC is not able to assist with this work. Please include a copy of this email with your application as proof of reaching
us.

Thank you,

Melanie Wallace

Chief Deputy Analyst
California Conservation Corps
1719 24™ Street

Sacramento, CA 95816

D (916)341-3153

M (916)508-1167

F (877)315-5085
melanie.wallace@ccc.ca.gov

Every Californian should conserve water. Find out how at:

Save Qur

Water

SaveQOurWater.com - Drought.CA.gov

From: Tiffany Margulici [mailto:tmargulici@ebparks.org]

Sent: Friday, June 10, 2016 11:32 AM

To: inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org; ATP@CCC <ATP@CCC.CA.GOV>

Subject: ATP Consultation, SF Bay Trail, Doolittle Drive at MLK Shoreline, Oakland

Please let me know if the Corps can participate in this ATP project, see attached feasibility report.
« Project Title: San Francisco Bay Trail — Doolittle Drive at MLK Shoreline

« Project Description: East Bay Regional Park District - Construct San Francisco Bay Trail (Class | Trail) at MLK Regional Shoreline along
Doolittle Drive in Oakland.

« Detailed Estimate: Total project cost is $9 million, which includes all phases (design, permitting and construction). Attached are cost pages from the feasibility study.
« Project Schedule: A feasibility study has been completed. Design and permitting will take place 2017-2019. Construction in FY 2020/2021
**| was not able to attach the feasibility report due to file size. | will attempt to send separately.**

« Project Map, Attached





« Preliminary Plans: Attached

Tiffany Margulici

Grants Manager | Grants Department

East Bay Regional Park District

2950 Peralta Oaks Court, Oakland, CA 94605
T: 510-544-2204| F: 510-569-1417

tmargulici@ebparks.org | www.ebparks.org

STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY | This electronic message and any files or attachments transmitted with it may be confidential, privileged, or proprietary informatior
Regional Park District. The information is solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it was intended to be addressed. If the reader of this message is not the intended |
hereby notified that use, distribution, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately, destroy any copies, :

your system.

b% Please consider the environment before you print






Tiffany Margulici

From: Tessa Nicholas <tessa.nicholas@cvcorps.org>

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 4:36 PM

To: Tiffany Margulici

Cc: Active Transportation Program

Subject: RE: ATP Consultation, SF Bay Trail, Doolittle Drive at MLK Shoreline, Oakland
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Tiffany,

Civicorps is unable to partner on this project.

Thank you,
Tessa

Tessa Nicholas
Deputy Director

J\CO0p
{} £
. We Make Oakland Look Goed
o

*,

1"':'. € gL\ia

ﬂ"".ﬁ ® g‘

Civicorps
101 Myrtle St.
Oakland, CA 94607

Office: (510) 992-7853
Cell: (510) 282-7935
WWW.CVCOrps.org

Like us on Facebook!
Follow us on Twitter!

From: Tiffany Margulici [mailto:tmargulici@ebparks.org]

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 4:19 PM

To: Tessa Nicholas

Subject: FW: ATP Consultation, SF Bay Trail, Doolittle Drive at MLK Shoreline, Oakland

Hi Tessa,
Attached and below is the second of two ATP projects we have submitted for corps consultation.

Thanks again,

Tiffany Margulici





Grants Manager | Grants Department

East Bay Regional Park District

2950 Peralta Oaks Court, Oakland, CA 94605
T: 510-544-2204| F: 510-569-1417

tmargulici@ebparks.org | www.ebparks.org

ast Bay

Regional Park District

STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY | This electronic message and any files or attachments transmitted with it may be confidential, privileged, or proprietary informatior
Regional Park District. The information is solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it was intended to be addressed. If the reader of this message is not the intended |
hereby notified that use, distribution, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately, destroy any copies, :
your system.

b% Please consider the environment before you print

From: Tiffany Margulici

Sent: Friday, June 10, 2016 11:31 AM

To: 'inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org' <inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org>; 'atp@ccc.ca.gov' <atp@ccc.ca.gov>
Subject: ATP Consultation, SF Bay Trail, Doolittle Drive at MLK Shoreline, Oakland

Please let me know if the Corps can participate in this ATP project, see attached feasibility report.
« Project Title: San Francisco Bay Trail — Doolittle Drive at MLK Shoreline

« Project Description: East Bay Regional Park District - Construct San Francisco Bay Trail (Class | Trail) at MLK Regional Shoreline along
Doolittle Drive in Oakland.

« Detailed Estimate: Total project cost is $9 million, which includes all phases (design, permitting and construction). Attached are cost pages from the feasibility study.
« Project Schedule: A feasibility study has been completed. Design and permitting will take place 2017-2019. Construction in FY 2020/2021

**| was not able to attach the feasibility report due to file size. | will attempt to send separately.**

« Project Map, Attached

« Preliminary Plans: Attached

Tiffany Margulici

Grants Manager | Grants Department

East Bay Regional Park District

2950 Peralta Oaks Court, Oakland, CA 94605

East Bay

HD_‘EI-’.’JI".C!E Park District T: 510-544-2204| F: 510-569-1417

tmargulici@ebparks.org | www.ebparks.org

STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY | This electronic message and any files or attachments transmitted with it may be confidential, privileged, or proprietary informatio
Regional Park District. The information is solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it was intended to be addressed. If the reader of this message is not the intended |
hereby notified that use, distribution, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately, destroy any copies, :
your system.

b% Please consider the environment before you print






Form Date: April, 2016 Cycle 3 ATP Call for Projects - Application Form — Attachment B

ATP Engineer’s Checklist for Infrastructure Projects
Required for “Infrastructure” applications ONLY

This application checklist is to be used by the engineer in “responsible charge” of the preparation of this ATP
application to ensure all of the primary elements of the application are included as necessary to meet the CTC's
requirements for a PSR-Equivalent document (per CTC's ATP Guidelines and CTC's Adoption of PSR Guidelines -
Resolution G-99-33) and to ensure the application is free of critical errors and omissions; allowing the application to
be accurately ranked in the statewide and regional ATP selection processes.

Special Considerations for Engineers before they Sign and Stamp this document attesting to the accuracy of the
application:

Chapter 7; Article 3; Section 6735 of the Professional Engineer's Act of the State of California requires engineering calculation(s) or
report(s) be either prepared by or under the responsible charge of a licensed civil engineer. Since the corresponding ATP
Infrastructure-application defines the scope of work of a future civil construction project and requires complex engineering principles
and calculations which are based on the best data available at the time of the application, the application must be signed and
stamped by a licensed civil engineer.

By signing and stamping this document, the engineer is attesting to this application's technical information and engineering data
upon which local agency's recommendations, conclusions, and decisions are made. This action is governed by the Professional
Engineer’s Act and the corresponding Code of Professional Conduct, under Sections 6775 and 6735.

The following checklist is to be completed by the engineer in “responsible charge” of defining the project’s Scope,
Cost and Schedule per the expectations of the CTC’s PSR Equivalent. The checklist is expected to be used during the
preparation of the documents, but not initialed and stamped by the engineer until the final application and
application attachments are complete and ready for submission to Caltrans.

1. Vicinity map /Location map Engineer’s Initials: _TB__
a. The project limits must be clearly depicted in relationship to the overall agency boundary

2. Project layout-plan/map showing existing and proposed conditions must: Engineer’s Initials: _TB__
a. Be to a scale which allows the visual verification of the overall project “construction” limits and limits of each
primary element of the project. Scale must be shown on the plan/map
Show the full scope of the proposed project, including any non-participating construction items
Show all changes to existing motorized/non-motorized lane and shoulder widths. Label the proposed widths

d. Show agency’s right of way (ROW) lines when permanent or temporary ROW impacts are possible. (As
appropriate, also show Caltrans’, Railroad, and all other government agencies ROW lines)

3. Typical cross-section(s) showing existing and proposed conditions. Engineer’s Initials: __ TB___
(Include cross-section for each controlling configuration that varies significantly from the typical)

a. Show and dimension: changes in lane widths, ROW lines, side slopes, etc.

4. Detailed Engineer's Estimate Engineer’s Initials: _ TB___

a. The Caltrans Project Estimate (Attachment F) must be filled out per the instructions and attached to the
application, in the appropriate location.

b. Each of the main project elements are broken out into separate construction items. The costs for each item
are based on calculated quantities and appropriate corresponding unit costs

¢. All non-participating costs in relation to the ATP funding are clearly identified and accounted for separately
from the eligible costs. The non-participating (or ineligible) costs must be consistent with Caltrans guidelines
as shown in Local Assistance Program Guidelines chapter 22.6

d. All project elements the applicant intends to utilize the CCC, certified community conservation corps, or tribal
corps on need to be clearly identified and accounted for

e. All project development costs to be funded by the ATP need to be accounted for in the total project cost





Form Date: April, 2016 Cycle 3 ATP Call for Projects - Application Form — Attachment B

5. Crash/Safety Data, Collision maps and Countermeasures: Engineer’s Initials: __ TB__

a. Confirmation that crash data shown is depicted accurately, is shown to scale, and occurred within influence
area of proposed improvements.

6. Project Schedule and Requested programming of ATP funding Engineer’s Initials: __ TB____

a. All applicants must anticipate receiving federal ATP funding for the project and therefore the project
schedules and programming included in the application must account for all applicable federal requirements
and timeframes.

b. “Completed Dates” for project Milestone Dates shown in the application have been reviewed and verified
“Expected Dates” for project Milestone Dates shown in the application account for all reasonable project
timetables, including: Interagency MOUs, Caltrans agreements, CTC allocations, FHWA authorizations,
federal environmental studies and approvals, federal right-of-way acquisitions, federal consultant selections,
project permits, etc.

d. The fiscal year and funding amounts shown in the PPR must be consistent with Implementing Agency’s
expected project milestone dates and available matching funds.

7. Warrant studies/guidance (Check if not applicable) Engineer’s Initials: _ N/A_
a. For new Traffic Control Signals — an engineering study that includes analysis of Signal Warrants 1- 9
O N/A (CAMUTCD) must be submitted. For ATP funding, 